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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:13

First of all, begin by adjusting your motivation, thinking that you're here on this occasion to receive the most 
profound Mahayana teachings with the ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to benefit all 
mother sentient beings. With this thought in your mind please adjust your motivation for listening according to 
the instructions of all the great lamas of this tradition.
00:00:40 {TIBETAN} 00:02:18

We're at the point where we're refuting the idea of a self-knower. First of all, we are "refuting it with quotation," 
and then we will proceed to "refuting this with logic" and other arguments. For the first one which is refuting by 
quotation, we are giving the quotation from the Sutra of The Precious Crown Ornament that explains that the 
mind cannot see mind through the subsidence of dualistic appearances, just as the knife does not cut itself.
00:02:54 {TIBETAN} 00:04:01

This whole quotation, or the argument that we bring, that the sword, no matter how sharp it is, it cannot cut itself,
it's really pointing to the fact that we must be able to make a distinction between the knower and that which is 
known, between the cutter and that which is cut, between the agent and the action that is performed. Here 
specifically we're talking about self-knower and we say it is impossible to have a self-knower the way that they 
posit it, because although they think that they make a distinction between the knower and that which is known, in 
reality the way they posit the self-knower, there is no distinction between the knower and that which is known. So
because these two things are not different at all, then we say if you go down this way, unwanted consequences 
would follow, similar to saying that the sword can cut itself - but it doesn't.
00:05:14 {TIBETAN} 00:05:40

After refuting with quotation we move to the next outline which is "refuting this with logic." It has two parts: (1) 
refuting the example, and (2) refuting the meaning. First of all, we begin with refuting the example, verse 18 lines
CD, and then continues with verse 19 lines A and B.

If, ‘It is like a candle
Perfectly illuminating itself.’ [18cd]

The candle light is nothing to be illuminated
Because darkness does not obscure. [19ab]

00:06:16 {TIBETAN} 00:08:07

What is the example here? We are having the example of the candle or the butter lamp. They say ‘it is like a 
candle perfectly illuminating itself’, you can see it's in quotation marks. This is their position. What is the 
position about the candle? They say the candle illuminates. Actually, the candle illuminates in two ways. It 
illuminates others and it illuminates itself. The candle illuminating others refers to a situation where you have a, 
let's say, room. The room is in darkness, and although there are many objects in the room, you cannot see 
anything because it is dark. Then you light a candle and that candle dispels the darkness in the room, so it 
illuminates the space in the room, and it allows you to see all the objects that are in the room. So, they say, clearly
the candle illuminates others. But also, they say, the candle illuminates itself, because this is how we come to see 
the candle. If the candle didn't illuminate itself, you would not be able to see the candle. So, whatever it 
illuminates you're able to see. It illuminates others, so you see all these other objects, but it also illuminates itself,
and that's why you can also see the candle. It is an analogy, obviously it is an example, because here we are 
talking about different types of awareness. They say, you have other-knower, other-knower is a type of awareness
that knows objects other than awareness, it knows other objects, so it's like the candle that illuminates other 
objects, but you have, also, the self-knower, which is like the case of the candle illuminating itself so you can 
know that there is a candle there. This is their example. This illumination that they talk about is about other-
knowers and self-knowers, and they posit both.
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00:10:15 {TIBETAN} 00:10:51

It's just like the lights that we have in the room. The lights that are on at present, they illuminate others, because 
they allow us to see all the objects in the room, but they also illuminate themselves, because if you look up you 
can see these bright spots, these are the lights. They say, just as you have the light illuminating others and 
illuminating itself, similarly you have awareness that is awareness of others, knowing others, and awareness that 
is self-knower. That's their argument.
00:11:30 {TIBETAN} 00:13:14

The first two lines which are lines 18 C and D, they really show the position of the opponent, and we give our 
answer in verse 19, the first two lines. We say "The candle light is nothing to be illuminated // Because darkness 
does not obscure." With this answer we negate their position. The main position that we want to negate is that the 
light illuminates itself, and we say the light does not need to illumine itself, and also it cannot illuminate itself 
because if it did that, it would be the same thing with darkness obscuring itself. The emphasis is on the itself. 
When you have darkness, darkness obscures various things, so you cannot see all these objects when the lights 
are off, but if you say that that darkness obscures itself then you would not be able to see darkness according to 
their logic. So, we say, your example is not correct, the light does not need to illuminate itself. It doesn't need to 
do that and it cannot do that because, if it did, then the darkness would obscure itself. So it's wrong logic.
00:14:53 {TIBETAN} 00:15:25

In Root of Wisdom we have a verse almost identical to this one, where it says if the candle illuminates itself and 
others, then darkness also would obscure self and others, there will be no doubt about it. But this is a mistaken 
assumption.
00:15:50 {TIBETAN} 00:19:38

You can see the position of the Mind-Only school. They talk about experience or the experiencer, and they say 
you have experiencing oneself or the self-experience, and experiencing other (or experienced by other), and they 
use their own arguments to negate the second type which is experienced by other or other-experiencer. They say, 
if you did that, you would have to have a second moment of awareness needing to validate the experience of the 
first moment of awareness, and then you would need to have the third moment validating the second moment, 
and so forth. And this would go on forever, there would be an infinite regress. Another fault that would occur is 
that the subsequent moment would have to give up its own object and take as its object the previous moment of 
awareness in order to validate it. So, again, that is a mistake. By using these two types of arguments they exclude 
this idea that you can have other-experience. They say, if you don't have other-experience there's only one 
possibility left, and this is this self-experience. Self-experience, here, means awareness experiences itself, so 
awareness knows itself, so it is a self-knower. This is how they establish this idea of the self-knower, and then 
they come up with the example of the light, and they say the self-knower, it's just like the case of the candle, that 
illuminates others, and definitely it illuminates itself. This is their position, and now we refute this position. 

Also in dGongs pa Rab gSal there is an argument about exactly this point. It says that awareness is clear and 
knowing, but that doesn't mean that it has to know itself, or it has to know something other. When we say that 
awareness is clear and knowing we are just stating the nature of awareness, this is what awareness is, bur we're 
not saying that it knows itself. Because it has the capacity to know, it doesn't mean that it knows itself, or that it 
has to know something other. We're just saying, what is the nature of awareness? It is clear and knowing. 
Similarly, when we talk about light, what is the nature of light? The nature of light is to be bright, to illuminate 
things, but it doesn't mean that it has to illuminate itself or that it has to illuminate other objects, it's just the 
nature of light, the nature of light is to be bright. Similarly, following that logic, we say that awareness 
experiences things, it's part of the nature of awareness. This is what awareness does, awareness experiences 
things. But that doesn't mean that it has to be classified as experiencing other or experiencing oneself, it doesn't 
have to be self-experiencing [just] because it has the capacity to experience. That's what we say. That's the logic 
that we refute.
00:23:12 {TIBETAN} 00:23:38

The Mind-only school says basically there are only two possibilities. Either you're going to experience other 
things, or you're going to be self-experiencing. There's only two, and then with their logic they negate the 
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possibility of experiencing other, the other-experiencer. So, they say, we are left only with one option, and this is 
the self-experience of the self-knower. What we say is that, actually there is no need for this twofold 
classification. It is not rigid, it's not like that. Awareness experiences things, but it is neither experiencing other 
nor experiencing itself, it's just part of its nature to be experiencing things.
00:24:29 {TIBETAN} 00:26:51

The important thing to bring to mind here is that for the Mind-only school, awareness is something which is truly 
established. How do they justify that? They say, it is truly established because the self-knower directly 
experiences that, and that makes it truly established. If you have the chance to look at the outlines in dGongs pa 
Rab gSal, the way that dGongs pa Rab gSal deals with the subject, it says: having first understood the ultimate 
logical argument that establishes the true existence of other-powered things, you then negate it. So it says, in 
order to negate their position, first of all, you have to understand what's the ultimate argument that they use in 
order to say that awareness is truly established. The other-power that appears in the outlines is awareness. 
Awareness actually is established due to causes and conditions, and therefore it is other-powered, but they have 
an argument, they have a logic, they have a final argument that establishes that as being truly existent. So, in 
dGongs pa Rab gSal it says, having understood their final argument regarding that, you then come to negate it. 

Let's see how we posit that something exists. How do you know that something exists conventionally? We say, 
because valid awareness observes that, because valid awareness realises that. When conventional valid awareness
realises an object, then we say that object exists. This is what they say. They say that awareness truly exists. 
Why? Because there is a valid awareness that observes that, that realises that. And what is that valid awareness? 
It is the self-knower.
00:29:13 {TIBETAN} 00:30:52

You see, there's that whole thing about the object and the subject. The Middle Way Consequence school says that 
we posit object and subject, but those things are posited by mutually depending upon each other. The object is 
posited in dependence upon the subject, the subject is posited in dependence upon the object. But the Mind Only 
school does not posit them this way, and they cannot posit them this way because, first of all, they say, take 
awareness, awareness is truly established. If you take one of these two things as being truly established, you don't
posit them as mutually dependent. They say, we have awareness that is truly established, and we know that 
because there is valid awareness that actually realises or sees that thing, and that valid awareness is the self- 
knower. And we know it can only be self-knower, they say, because we have eliminated the possibility of being 
known by another. They say, if it had to be known, to be validated by some other, what would this other be? It 
would have to be the second moment of this awareness. But then, as we say, we go on endlessly. Then the third 
moment would have to validate the second, and fourth validate the third, and so forth. Also, each one of those 
validating awarenesses would have to abandon its own focal object. Let's say it's awareness holding blue, so 
instead of focusing on blue it would have to be focusing on the previous moment of awareness. Using these two 
arguments they say it cannot be experienced by other, so it can only be self-experienced, it can only be self-
knower.
00:32:47 {TIBETAN} 00:33:42

That is their position about self-knower, and the example that they give that, which for them illustrates the point 
perfectly, is the example of the candle. They say, ‘the candle illuminates others, the candle illuminates itself’, and
we say that's not a suitable example. The candle does not illuminate itself, doesn't need to do anything like this. If
the candle illuminates itself then darkness would obscure itself, and then you would not be able to see darkness 
either.
00:34:19 {TIBETAN} 00:34:52

The remaining two lines of verse 19 goes back into presenting yet another position which comes through an 
example. We're going to refute, again, that example. Their example, their position, verse nineteen, lines C and D:

Unlike a crystal, blue does not depend
On something else to be blue; [19cd]
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Likewise, some are seen to depend on others,
And yet some are also not. [20ab]

We are now in verse twenty, and then our response: 

That which is not blue cannot produce itself
As blue out of its own nature. [20cd]

00:35:36 {TIBETAN} 00:39:38

Let's look at their example. They begin by saying "unlike a crystal, blue does not depend on something else to be 
blue." Here, what they're doing is comparing different gems. One of the gems is crystal, and crystal is clear, it's 
not blue, it's clear, or maybe you could say it's white. It begins by saying ‘unlike a crystal’, something else is blue
by its own nature. Basically, it's comparing a white crystal with a piece of lapis lazuli, and says, lapis lazuli is 
blue by nature, it does not have to depend upon something else in order to become blue. It's a blue stone, is blue 
on its own, from the moment it was established it was established as blue. Unlike lapis lazuli, the white crystal is 
not blue, it's not blue by nature, however you can get blue colour out of a white crystal if you put a blue object 
underneath it or behind it, and when light shines through, you get the blue shining through the crystal. So it says, 
although the crustal is not blue on its own, by nature, it can give you blue colour by depending on some other 
condition, substance, and so forth. Unlike the crystal that needs to depend upon something else in order to 
produce blue, you have lapis lazuli that is naturally blue. Lapis doesn't have to depend on anything else to shine 
as blue. 

Having presented how you can get blue colour in different gems, then it says, "likewise," now it's talking about 
awareness, "likewise, some are seen to depend on others, and yet some are also not." Some are seen to depend on 
others. These are like the crystal, they don't produce blue themselves, they have to depend on another additional 
condition, a blue substance coming close to it in order to produce blue. It says, in terms of awareness you have 
awareness that is capable of knowing by depending upon other things. This could be awareness, for example, that
comprehends external objects such as form and so forth. It has to depend upon other things in order to 
comprehend them. It's like the crystal, it depends upon others. But then you have other type of awareness, which 
is like the blue lapis lazuli, doesn't have to depend on anything else in order to be blue. So, you have self-
awareness knowing itself without needing to depend upon something else. Therefore, they say, just like the 
crystal and the lapis lazuli, you have awareness that has to depend upon others to know others. And then you have
awareness that does not depend on anything else, it just knows itself.
00:42:53 {TIBETAN} 00:44:14

The last two lines of verse 20 is now a refutation of their position. We say, that which is not blue cannot produce 
itself as blue, out of its own nature. They say that lapis is by nature blue. When they say "by nature blue" they 
mean that that the blue colour of the lapis is established without depending upon causes and conditions. Our 
response to that is that if you have any blue colour in that lapis this actually is the result of the combination of 
other causes and conditions. [translator: Actually I think it is a compound of lazurite and sodalite that is 
responsible for the blue hue.] 
00:45:19 {TIBETAN} 00:45:41

We say, here, it cannot produce itself, out of its own nature. It has to depend upon causes and conditions to 
produce that colour or that texture or whatever it is.
00:45:58 {TIBETAN} 00:46:19

We are in the section of refuting this logic. We say we are refuting the example, and actually we have two 
examples. We have the example of the candle, and the example of the crystal and the lapis lazuli. Now, we're 
going into refuting the meaning, verse 21. Again what, we are refuting is self-knower. 

If the statement, “the candle flame illuminates”
Is made upon knowledge by consciousness,
Then the statement “awareness is luminous”
Is made upon knowledge by what? [21]

00:46:59 {TIBETAN} 00:48:35
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There is this statement that says "the candle flame illuminates." Someone can argue and say, look, whether the 
flame illuminates itself or not, let's put that aside for a minute, the fact is that the flame illuminates because the 
flame is something which is bright. It will illuminate, it is part of its nature, and this is why sometimes we say: 
‘look at this flame, it is so bright, it has such a strong light’ or ‘it has weak light’, and so forth. We are discussing 
how much it illuminates things, and so forth when we make a statement like this. The first statement says "'the 
candle flame illuminates,' // is made upon knowledge by consciousness." Then, if you take the other statement 
that says "'awareness is luminous' // Is made upon knowledge by what?" In terms of the first statement, you 
understand the part about the flame: the reason why we say ‘the flame illuminates’ is because awareness can tell 
you if it's a strong light, or if it's not strong light. Here, when you say, ‘I have self-knower’, who's telling you 
that? Which type of awareness is telling you that you have self-knower? That's the question that we are asking. 
It's made upon knowledge, by one who is telling you, ‘you have self-knower.’ If you read the passage in the 
commentary, right below verse 22:

"If one says, ‘Although the candle does not illuminate itself, it is illuminated’, and says likewise, ‘it is 
known by consciousness’, then consciousness does not illuminate itself. Instead one has to say 
‘consciousness illuminates’, and this statement would be made after it is known like this by which 
consciousness of different substance? This is invalid."

00:50:44 {TIBETAN} 00:51:20

The importance here is in the last question. It says: after it is known like this, by which consciousness of different
substance are you going to posit a different consciousness that is other than this? that is telling you that you have 
no self-knowledge because then it takes you back into that argument that this is going to become an infinite 
regress of later moments of consciousness. Actually, if you read just the next line in the commentary:

"If it would be known by a consciousness of different substance, it would become infinite."
00:52:01 {TIBETAN} 00:53:25

What it is saying here is that if you come, in this position, to say that you need awareness which is a different 
substance, meaning different from it, to validate it, to have the final say, and say ‘this type of awareness exists’, 
then you would end up in this position of having the infinite regress, because that validating awareness would 
also then have to be validated by someone else, and then have to be validated by someone else. And when we 
have that string of consciousnesses, the first moment, second moment, third moment, etc., these moments are 
different in nature. This is why it says if you have to have something which is different, then you need to validate 
it, then you have the second moment validating the first, the third validating the second, and it will go on forever.
00:54:23 {TIBETAN} 00:54:45

The next verse verse, 22:

To remark about it being illuminated or not illuminated,
When it is not seen by anything,
Is pointless even though expressed,
Like the airs of a barren woman’s daughter. [22]

00:55:03 {TIBETAN} 00:56:35

What we say here is that we have a particular basis, and with regard to that basis you have characteristics 
attributed to the basis. What is the basis we are discussing here? It is the self-knower, and there is all this debate, 
whether it illuminates itself, illuminates others, knows itself, knows others, is it known by others, is it only 
known by itself, etc., and we're trying to negate one position after the other. Finally, we say, why are we 
discussing these characteristics? The basis to which these characteristics are attributed to, does not exist. Mind-
only school says we searched for it and we found it, but we say we searched for it and we're not finding this basis.
[laughter] So all this discussion about it illuminates itself, it illuminates others, no it cannot do it through other 
knower, it has to be self-knower, how are you going to validate the self-knower? All of this is pointless. That 
thing does not exist.
00:57:44 {TIBETAN} 00:58:21
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It concludes by saying "it is like the airs of a barren woman's daughter." A barren woman doesn't have a daughter,
so why are we having a discussion whether she's beautiful, she's coquettish, smiling, looks serious, talkative, and 
so forth. These are characteristics of a person that does not exist. Why are we discussing this?
00:58:45 {TIBETAN} 00:59:31

Basically, this is what we say to the Mind-only school. We say that, you posit this self-knower, but we cannot find
any such thing. Such a thing does not exist. And if that basis of those characteristics (you establish it and then you
describe it as having certain characteristics) does not exist then these characteristics also do not exist. It is similar 
to discussing how beautiful or not is the daughter of the barren woman. The daughter of the barren woman does 
not exist.
01:00:07 {TIBETAN} 01:00:34

We'll continue refuting the argument of the existence of self-knower. First of all, it begins by the example of how 
memory is generated even though there is no self-knower, and then refuting that other-knowers will be 
impossible if there were no self-knower. First of all, it begins by the example of how memory is generated even 
though there is no self-knower. Verse 23:

If there is no self-knower,
How can one remember consciousness?
One remembers in relation to the experience of something else,
Like the poison of a rat. [23]

01:01:17 {TIBETAN} 01:02:24

The position of the Mind-only school is that one of the main functions of this self-knower is memory. They say, 
how could you have memory if you didn't have the self-knower? They say, in order to have memory of something
you must experience that thing. You must have the experience of the subject, someone must be there experiencing
the awareness which is the subject, the object-possessor. Otherwise you would not be remembering it. Because, 
they say, it is similar to being able to remember an object such as blue. Why do you remember it? because you 
have experienced it. If you have experienced, it you will remember it. So just as you remember the object because
someone has experienced it, you remember awareness because someone has experienced it. And who has 
experienced it? The self-knower. The Middle Way Consequence school actually has a very similar argument, but 
it proves almost the opposite. We're using the argument exactly the opposite way to disprove what they are 
saying.
01:03:44 {TIBETAN} 01:05:19

The position of the Mind-only school begins by saying in order to remember something you must have first 
experienced it. So experiencing something must happen first, and after you have experienced it you will be able 
to remember it. They say, just as it happens with the object, that first you experience it and then you remember it, 
similarly, with the subject which is awareness, in order to remember it, first someone must experience it. In terms
of experiencers there are two types: there is self-experience, and there is other-experience. They say, we have 
proven that other-experiencer doesn't make sense because there would be an infinite regress, and that therefore 
leaves us with only the possibility of the self-experiencer. The self-experiencer is the self-knower. You must have 
the self-knower. If you didn't have the self-knower, they ask us, how would you ever remember that you had a 
particular type of awareness? If the self-knower did not experience that awareness how would you remember? 
How would you know that you had it?
01:06:44 {TIBETAN} 01:07:50

For them, it's very important to establish this sequence of events. They say, in order to remember something, you 
must the first experience it. Whether you're talking about object or whether you're talking about subject this is the
sequence of events. First of all, someone must realise that thing, whether it is the object or the subject. Once you 
realise it, it means you have experienced it. If you have experienced it and realise it, then you're going to 
remember it. They say, look, you have (1) something which is blue, and you have (2) awareness that 
comprehends blue, awareness that holds blue. In order to have that, first of all that awareness must realise blue. 
Once you realise it and experience it, you will remember blue. You have the concept of blue, but then if you want 
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to remember that you had awareness comprehending blue you must have (3) the self-knower that experiences that
awareness-holding-blue, and therefore, then you can have the memory saying ‘at one point I saw blue.’
01:09:09 {TIBETAN} 01:09:33

Their position is you must have self-knower in order to be aware that you had awareness. We say, "One 
remembers in relation to the experience of something else, // Like the poison of a rat." First of all, we're going to 
give a short presentation of this, and then the long one.
01:10:05 {TIBETAN} 01:11:54

Look into the commentary, where it says "madhyamaka." We had verse 23, and then it has the Mind-only, it goes 
four paragraphs, the fifth paragraph is Madhyamaka. It says: 

"The memory of the object-possessor does not establish the self-knower. If the apprehension of blue 
experiences the other object of blue then, when one says, ‘I previously saw this blue’, the memory of the 
object-possessor is generated from the memory of the relation between the object and the object-
possessor. It is not generated from the experience of the object-possessor"

What we say is that you have (1) object, and you have (2) awareness that comprehends the object. The memory is
generated due to the fact that the object and the awareness holding that object come together. There is a 
relationship there, they meet each other. So the memory that you have that says, ‘I saw blue’ is generated due to 
the relationship between awareness and its object. It does not need to have a self-knower in order to tell you that 
you had the thought saying 'I saw blue.' This is what it says. Memory is generated on the basis of the relationship 
between the object and the object possessor. This is all that you need.
01:13:52 {TIBETAN} 01:14:39

And now for the example with the poison of the rat. It's about an animal like a Marmot that is asleep, it's 
hibernating, and the story is that while it is hibernating it is bitten, let's say by a snake or by another animal that 
has poison, and the moment that it experiences that poisonous bite it is not awake. So at that moment it is not 
clear [with regards to poison entering its body.] It's asleep, it's hibernating. When it wakes up it has this 
recollection, or it has this thought that says 'poison has entered my body.’ So this indicates that it doesn't have to 
experience to remember it. At that later point it has that thought 'I was bitten by something poisonous,' so you 
generate the memory of that, or you have a recollection of the event, later on.
01:15:48 {TIBETAN} 01:16:16

When you are asleep and mosquito bites you, but because you are asleep and you don't wake up at that point, 
basically you don't experience, you don't realise the mosquito-poison entering your bloodstream. Later on, when 
you wake up in the morning, at this point you think, ‘I must have been bitten by a mosquito. Its poison has 
entered my body.’ 

Geshe la: Bite, we can realise. [Tibetan]

Okay, it's a specific, it's the poison entering your system.
01:17:08 {TIBETAN} 01:19:08

What we say here is that when we have memory, to have the memory of the object, it doesn't mean that you have 
to give up the memory of the subject, and when you have the memory of the subject you don't have to give to 
give up or abandon the memory of the object. Actually, memory is generated or is established due to the 
relationship between the object and the subject. For example, if we look at this example of the blue, the object is 
blue, and you see blue, and then you have the memory that says, 'I saw blue.' When you make that statement, 
when you say 'I,' who is this 'I' who saw the blue? Actually you're referring to the awareness that saw blue. So 
you identify 'I,' at this point, on the basis of this awareness. So it's similar to the case where, say, my arm is 
aching, and you say 'I am aching, I'm in pain.' It's not that I am in pain. It is my arm is in pain, but I say 'I' on the 
basis of the arm. So here we say, ‘I saw blue’ on the basis of the awareness that saw blue.
01:20:33 {TIBETAN} 01:22:08

Let's begin now with the extensive explanation, of that example. If you look at the paragraph that follows, in the 
commentary, right after the paragraph that establishes this relationship between the object and the object 
possessor. It gives us the whole story of the Marmot:
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"For example: When the marmot in winter is foggy in relation to its body [(it's hibernating)], then 
although the poison of the rat enters its body, it only experiences the fogginess and not the poison."

So, the poison has entered its body, but because it is in hibernation it does not experience the poison in its body. 
All that it experiences is the sleep since it's hibernating. 

"Later, when it wakes up due to hearing thunder, it remembers being poisoned, but without having earlier 
experienced the poison at the time."

It's like the same thing with blue and awareness holding blue. You don't need another self-knowing awareness to 
tell you, ‘you have seen blue’ because there is this relationship between the object and the subject, you just think, 
‘previously I saw blue.’
01:24:00 {TIBETAN} 01:24:39

Actually, this is a very complicated example, and when analysing it, there's the short and the long explanation. 
The long explanation is looking at this example, because there are five points in which we have to see the 
similarity. Like, what does it mean that the marmot is asleep? What does it mean it's beaten? Or the poison enters 
when it's asleep, what does it mean it does not experience it at this time? What does it mean it wakes up and 
remembers it later on? There are five points to analyse in this example. We will not do it tonight's session. It will 
have to be next week.
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